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ABSTRACT 

The development of written language and its functions 
were studied for 236 second graders (from four locations in the 
surrounding Birmingham» Alabama area) in 6 traditional and 6 writing 
process classrooms. Pen pal letters to undergraduates and written 
samples were obtained from three students from each class. Writing 
process classrooms reflect writing experiences that include 
student-selected topics and choice of genre. Non~linear or recursive 
x^x-iting opportunities are included daily. Quantitative analysis 
assessed the children's written language development in spontaneous 
writing* Qualitative methods assessed the following functions of 
written language: (1) instrumental; (2) regulatory; (3) 
interpersonal; (4) personal, (awareness of self); (5) heuristic; (6) 
imaginative; and (7) informative. A quasi-experimental design 
compared effectiveness of pen pal letters as strategies for written 
language development in the two typer of classrooms. Children from 
the writing process classroom provided moi'e decont extual i Zed topics 
and appeared to have more ownershi*;^ and voice. Teachers in writing 
process classroom.s alro appeared to have a better knowledge of the 
dcve 1 opmenta) process of v;riting and speJ^ing. Poi pal letters do 
provide an opportunity for children to use multiple functions of 
language. Most of the children perceive their writing eacperiences as 
positive. Four tables and 1 figure present study data, and A5 
reference.^ nrc iric ludod. (SLd) 
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I NTfcuDUCT ] ON 

During the p«st decade there has been a focus on chiiaren*3 
V.' r i t 3 n ij' , 0 'J i? r I I-? s into c h i I d r e n * 5 u n d e r- ^; t a n d i n 5 or written language 
n;^ve prooucGd ^ v./eidltri 01 researcn in early chlidnoaa on trie 
genesis of writing (Bissex* 1980: Dyson, 1933, 1991; Edelskv ^ 
Smith, 198^4-1 Ferreiro it Teherosky, 1962: Taylor, I'dooj, 
ResearcherE Gra-^-es ^.1983). Caikins (1963, 1966, lQ9lJ. Tchudi i< 
Tchudi C1963), Atwell (1989), and Goodman ^1990; have given 
Leachers suggestions on how to provide opportunities ror children 
to construct their own system ot written language. 

u raves \ly63o and l-jortman <.1969i stated that children need to 
m^et certain criteria be r ore writing. The criteria meiitiuned 
i. ncjuded havinj? 21 rsvison or purpose to \^rite, bein« ra miliar witn 
the r^enre. and having a need Tor an audience. 

Calk'ins ^.1966' believed that second tirade can be a time or 
expansion it children have an audience^ are encouraged to Tocus on 
content, and havk? opport unities to re-read and retlect on r.heir 
t.^xts and subjects. A goal Toi second graders is to hiave- thi=ir 
w r i t i n develop in harmony with their t a I k 1 n it . 

c'hildren who have difficulty learning to read anri writ"? ire 
t h o 5 e to whom r. h e t u n i2 1 1 o n a i p o 1 1? n t i a I or i a n 1 j u a >T e h ^ s n o i" b 1=^? e n 
m a d 11^ clear. They r\ a v e a mismatch in their own expectations o t what 
1 a n ;7 \ .1 a }^ u is 1 o r ' H 1 I i d v » 19 73; d how t h e v can usb it. As mo e 
.,-in'.i mure time is spent on v,'o r k s hee t G , workoooks, and i-ests, tri& 
t_ f I i i ij h .1 3 1 e s s time 1' o r r e a d i n i;j . w r i t i n i;; < ma t h n e e e d f: o c i a I 
. n r I a < • 1. 1 u 1 1 n u t.^ ^ ,h i v \ m cJ e v 'i , li p d ri a s t' -li < e hi n i 111 e ;-i n) n . 1 r 1 n 



Lihildi-yn oiLyn work on ^kl \ \ in isolation, snd learni-,g be comes 
disconnected ^Graves, i985j. 

A numb'^r of teachers have begun to conduct their classrooms in 
such way i. hat children are active participants in their language 
learning. Reading and writing, when viewed ■2.:3 tools to language 
expression, become more intGrreIa1:ed rather than isolated vReutzei 
6c H (3 Mings worth, 1968). 

Statement of the Problem 

Emphasis on children's written language is becoming an 
interest in many classrooms. Workshops at national, state, and 
iocal leijels aid teachers in strategies f.Dr helpin^g children 
develop their writing abilities. However, there has been ' i t r 1 e 
research comparing traditional classrooins with writing process 
classrooms. In addition, the literature on writing process reveals 
iihtle research regarding instructional strategies. 

Pen pal letters might be a strategy that would racilitate 
id e? V e 1 o p n e n i: or \j r i 1 1 e n 1 a n u a ij- e . The ^ g n r e at t h t? r r 1 j? n ci 1 v j o t ^ r 
p r o V i d s the child w j t In Graves' and J o r t m a n ' s criteria ana a 
natural environment tor growth at written expression. The strategy 
of pen pal letters, in which children correspond wit hi oitiier 
Individuals* allows ror o r i i na I expression, elicits responses, and 
is a natural lire experience. Second graders' pen pal lett>-^r3 
y 1 1 ou 1 d provide the opportunity to write u s i n ^ a variety or 
functions, thus leading to more advanced and sophisticated tvposi or 
vj r H j n , n c h as x p o i t o r y , n r r :^ *■ i v e . and poetic modes. 

I- I u- j^" J s t ? o r _ L r J in idy^ 

TYiG p u r po s V? o i" t h i :d :j t u d y was I: □ compare the d e v o I p rn e n i. . ) 1 
w r i t ten I D n u .a o and i t ^t: functions t h r a n h the -3 V r a 1 1? v or p e r !^ o n a i 



cu i" r y b Hijn«-iy Mce in six traditional and six writing process second 
grade classrooms. The study involved investigation oT second 
graders* letters to university undergraduates. 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

The review of nhe literature for this study tocused on the 
areas of written language and the classroom strategies which are 
most pertinent to this investigation* and reports literature in 
four major areas. These include children's written lanejua^e 
development, the functions o Jt writing, writing process classrooms, 
and pen pal letters. 

Children's Written Language Development 

Researchers have identified several behaviors hat serye as 
children's tools for constructing their knowledge aoout written 
language. These toois include oral language. drawing. social 
interaction and play, and scribbles (.Daiute* 1990: Temple. Nathan. 
Burris, & Temple, 1988). Goodman ^1965j identif Led other 

constructs that children develop. These include categories, 
ieyais, and principles or written language development. 

Several authors *.Ferreiro &t Teberosky. 1981; Temple et al.. 
1988) have reported that children ^omyiOB^ before they w!-ite bv 
d /' v; i n g p i c t ti r e s and talking about t h c rii . Ural expression n d t e 
other tools of childhood provide an opportunity ror children to 
organize their thoughts. Interaction with picture books, as well 
as opportunities for self - -venerated drawi'iFJs. gives vonng children 
a Si?nsp or i^aw pictures and words go tof^ether to teii a ^toiy 
t ^" r 1 r k ! a ^1 d M h r r o Vk' , .1 ^ j H ' , 

Children learn about wi-itini^ bv obsf^rvinr* '.:.\} lied others and 
h V par 5: i c Ji | '-^i "l i n ^ w i 1 1 1 I ] k/mi in 1 i i • » > y r^^j p n t s Uio r r o w . 1 j89 i . 
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Morrow argued that children's involvement in written languai^e is 
typically connected to social situations with self-initiated and 
s e I f - ii i r <?c t ed i n t e r ac t i ons ♦ According to Halliday ( 1976; context 
pi ays a part in determining Vv'h5.t is said ana, con ver se 1 -r- . what is 
said plays a part in determining the content. In Hallidav's 
opinion* these environmental features are not things or processes 
but are of human interactions from which things derive their 
mean i n gs ♦ 

Research in the rieid of social cognition has emphasi.ied the 
young writer's sense of audience and po i n t - o f - v i ew (Cowie, ld6^>. 
Cowie thought that imaginative starv writing might grow out or epi- 
sodes from an earlier a^ge. 

Researchers have found that scribbling is an early form or 
alphabetic characters^ is not random, and represents meaning 
recorded in a concrete way ^Goodman, i96S; Sampson. Allen, and 
Sampson, 1991). Through "kid watching," Goodman (1985) tound that 
very youns chil Irenes written language is organized anri resembles 
^peciiic forms found in adult culture. 

Functions or Writing 

One can examine the functions of writing by focusing on the 
uses of writing in different Eocieties and by looking individual 
writers' purposes for writing, Brit ton and associates ^1*^75 r 
sugge^ited that v-zithin function categories there "is an attempt to 
p 1- o V i e 3 I- r 3 m e w o r k within which "l' n ask, or answer. h r? question* 
Why are vou wr^tinr:?^' <p» 74). 

G e V e V ,^ I a u t n o / s h a v p r » b e n L ^-mJ i. h vl- i i n : j t j o n 5 of v; r i i. i. i-^ n 
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aress: transactional cto get Lhing^ done;, exprsss^i^/e ^personal 
intertisLs;, and poetic ireelinjjs and ideas;. 

ilanv researchers beiieve *nat the oral language tunc t ions 
developed by childrt^n carry over to v;riti:en i3n%uage aev<=iopment 
iChafel, 1962; Goodman &< Goodman, 1983: Hallidav, 1975: Pinnell, 
1985). Halliday (1975) maintained that se^'en functions of oral 
language develop in sequential order by the time a child is 22 
months old. The fir'-t four are considered e go - c^n t r i c ♦ and the 
last three broaden the child'sj world as he or she oecomes aware oi 
the? sijrroiJndingj5. According to Halliday ^1975;, the seven 

functions are uni versa Is of human culture and aevelop in tne 
rol lowing ordei-: 

1, Instrumental function t 'M want"), which satisfies the 
child's material needs; 

2, Regulatory function ("Do as I tell yo'j"'j, which invotv*?G 
the child's effort to control the behavior ot others: 

3, Interpersonal function k"Me and you"), which also rerers 
to the child's personal greetings, such as "Hello" and "Yes;*' 

4, Personal function v'^Here i come''), which refers to the 
child's awareness ol" selt, cL\nd is expressed by personal teeiin^s or 
participation, withdrawal, interest* pleasure, and /or disgust; 

5, heuristic function <."Tell me why"^, where the child si:?ek5 
n d t L? t '£ k n o w 1 d ^ e a n d b g i n o r e c a i:^ n i :i e n i.i u n n f=' r i" d n d * h p 

b o L] n d a r \' b t w e n the self and t h ^? e n v i r o n m e n 1: : 

1 : ♦ I in a f7 I r f: j V e function • " L 9 t ' s n r p t r> n ri " > , w n r ^ r- i- h c ^^ ) I d i rj 
'.-^ b 1 f J t \j f2 r r? a t P his/her p n v i r n n ni p n t , i^'^', r p t j i.^ c t r-? i i in t h e w i:u I <J n r 
n ru"! "^j , r h V m F , and t o r- i i; r a n i-l 



7« Informative functiun ii^oX. scirie thing tcj sav"', when 

the child begins to communicate inrormation, descriptions. and 
propositionst v/hich will dominate adult language iHalliday, 1973, 
p . 1 1 - 1 a .' . 

Milz (1983) studied first graders* functions of written lan- 
guage development for a vear. Her findings revealed that writing 
served varied functions depending on the genre selected bv the 
.•::hildren. Dyson's kiS63j o-month study with ^2 kinaergarten cn i 1 - 
dren found that young chiidren write difterenciy ior different 
purposes, and that these purposes are not necessarily equivalent to 
those or adults. 

in a recent work. Dyson ^1991) reported on eariy wrliiten ian^ 
guage development as an aspect of symboi development. She statsd 
that children need diverse functional experiences t rom their points 
at view. Children also need to interact with other people who 
model adui': literacy prar:ti(::es. 

Writing Process Classrooms 

Graves t.l9C'5j stated that "understanding writing as commu- 
n i c i on i ^. the heart of teaching i h e w r i t i n process" ' r . ,?T ' . 
Writing process 5i:rategier. are usually round in a classroom where 
1. h e t e a c 1" I e r s u p p c r t s and exhibits t h p h i i o s a p h v or w n n i e i a n i j a i: 
i'^jst ruction. Writing prccess classrooms rafligcr writing 

ct" X pe r i ence s which include student-sslected topics and choice or 
geur e , IvJ o n - 1 i n e a r or recursive w r i : n o p p o r r li n i t i e s are i n c 1 ti a e d 
daily. C h i I d ^ f? n a ; e »5 n c o u r a d to snare and d i s c s s i d e a ♦ draft, 
r R V i s I-? , n d di n n r e r with o a h other and 1 i r t. e a c h & r - Ecii r, ] n-r^ ) i> 
l-u." 1 J u J irifjij I'V l.liu ;jh ' I rj a I < M )• thsv p r u <. tj Cj i \v j ir. in,;. 'I hi' Th.^j in: 
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rtim puLiIicaLiuM ui wui'K is &ncQuraged (Calkins* 1963; Gravt^Sv 1963, 
I9ab; Hea I d-Tay I or , 1969; Reu^tzel it Ho I 1 i n g 5 wo r t h . Ib66y, 

Process writing is child- centered, in that the teacher accepts 
i. i I e f & s p o n 5 i. ^ I i i. l y i o i helping e a c ri c i i ow in e v e i \ p o s s i b : 

way (Goodman, 1989). The teacher in such a classroom is willing tc 
di<3card such traditional practices as weekly spelling le^fsonst 
heavy emphasis on phonics for reading instruction, and/or tne pars^ 
ing of sentences lor writing instruction (Laelskv i ^mitn. L9oa.: 
'Watson. I^d9/, Ths teachers do not see writing as a mechanical 
sequ3nce, but as a social, linguistic, and ps y c ho i o a i ca 1 system 
children engage in to do their writing vEdelsky and Smith, ihb^}. 

Pen Pal Letters 

Edelsky and Smith (198aj maintained that writint? in school is 
sometimes an imitation, substitute, or unauthentic exercise. They 
stated that to be engaged in a genuine writing activity, whicn 
produces meaningful text, a person must be engaged in tour systems 

r aphophon i c , syntactic, semantic, and pragmatic - - which 
operate interactively and interdependently, 

Goodman and Goodman il963; suggested that no^.e or letter 
writing is ons type of strategy that most involves a single writer 
with another. It is "only when languav^e is interpersonal that the 
w r" j t r- can build a s i3 n G e of bow c o m p I l" g i s nn^ s b a :i tj m u s 1 h ^- 
represented and how t o r rn must support 1: u n c t i o n ( Ci o o id m n ."v C o o ami^n ^ 
I 3r? 3 . p , 596), Pen pal letters allow a closer look at 1 a n e ucv e 
exrhsTTge^r through mean), ngrul writing experiences Burke, ^ ^ 

Wi I [ )ani'.-; ^ i 1 f d in rvin^Kf: ' bt-' i v -vr] L ^ wh^n vn i ) . i n m, i i 

b I?!."! G rn n mrvini nij; u I » • ic-n w i i ! i i- 1 1 pi i 1 O' rn ni- i m| i -v.-i' i *i j I 

1 n V ) . 



Several articles and studies have reported findings rerardmg 
the genre of pen pal letters. Studies involved children rrom upper 
elementary grades, and focused on the mechanics of writing <.ashe, 
i:=^67; Crowhurst. , LS^dtj; Ls^Dercans, I9b6;. Ye 11 in' s '. i j67' s^sjav or 
23 second graders* each corresponding with u .; de r g r ad ua t e college 
St 'J dents over a X5-week period* revealed sigr:iricant results in 
using the format of a friendly letter. The author also noted that, 
the interchange boosted children's confidence in their writing 
ab i 1 i t i es . 

Robinson and collaborators' ^i99i) book on letter wrii^ins 
included case studies of four c)iildren» from 5^ - 7-^ years ot age, 
In addition to the finding that the children's letters revealed 
uses of different functions. it was also discovered that their 
skills as organizers ot written language developed. All or the 
c^hildren demonstrated an understanding of audience. 

The use of pen pal letters for second graders should provide 
an opportunity for meaningful interaction with a dirrerent 
audience. The undergraduate college students should pro^'iae a 
difrerent point of view and an adult modsi for the childrer. The 
letters should provide the children an opport-initv to exjoress a 
variety of written language functions, thus providing a basis tor- 
higher level and more demanding modes or writing, sucn a-s poetic 
snd t r a n s a c i 1 o n a I . 

METHunni.mvr' 

The purpose o i L h i s study w a L t j a s e s s the d ^t- . o in r ; l. <j : 
w r \ i. t fc^ n I a n g 1 a J' .:i n d t u v. «■ i ion '^J t-^ l" w r i M- r? ? ^ I a 1 1 >p i a »j e in t JuD M" j o r , 3 I 
1 1 H 1 ) 1 1 <D L' ..; w , i I I wii i. ' I.) t H.1 1 ii i.) t : j . • j. s i t J u 111 i 1 I < ; 5-; f n ti i . . - ' :•: ^ • w^n , z 'V ■;. 
(It 1 1 i? t t \* r To li-/ V H 1 p n Is. T h r p s p B r c ii H «? s i n n t i 1 j ;: d 3 3 p «: i o i 



9 

b o 1: h quantitative ?. n d q u a I i t r-. t i v s analysis. Q u a n ■ . . i i v a n a 1 v s i 
was used to assaiss c •? cniidren's. written language dviv.*eiopmenr, in 
^spontaneous writing. Analyses ot runctions of written languau^e .^nd 
L '\ r G ^. f£- a r n IV f ' r n r e s. n a a ' ^ '.v c i n u u i i } ■-: :> c u tc c I ; i . j r n ' .s i ^ t. i .i :^ 
were addressed by quaJitative methads inciuding nonpar ticipant 
observatioHt inspection or written samples* and interviews ^Goetz 
and LeCompt, 1964;. A q ua s i - e x pe r i me n ta 1 design was used to 
compare tne er recti veness or pen pal letters as a strar, esy for 
written language developmerit witn six traditional and six prrcess 
writins^ classrooms. 

The selection of 12 intact second-grade classrooms was 
coiducted in five phases: ^a; determining the approach or ciassrocm 
instruction from teacner information and observation; vb.* adminis- 
tering the WRAT- R kJastak et al.t 1964; spelling and arithematic 
suntests to establish initial ciassrocm equal i^v; kc/ groupin-^ tht? 
selected 12 clas-^^^s into tour homogeneous ?'aups; vd> randomly 
5S e I c t: i n the treatment and control r o ■ o s ; and ^ e ' c c n a u c t i n i? the 
stuciy and randomly selecting t^iree c" Idren ~ 16' rrom each 

experirnentai classroom to p">rovide pen pal letters and otner writtet'i 
genre ror analysis. 

T l"i e t r a i 1: i o ri s. 1 c I ..h s s i o o m s \-.' g r p i d e n ) r i '.i 3 3 y Ur s \yj n ] r h 
.exhibited w !' i t i r. g e x ]. 3 r i c n c g tor the children that were t ,9 a c h e r - 
a s i e n e d , s k i I ) - o r 1 e n t e d . and v:^ e n e /• a 1 i v I; e a h p r t? o n t r o 1 J f? d a ; ^ 1-0 
topic and genre. Writing opportunities usually occurre.i wef-^ki-. , 
] i hi f ' ■/ :-i I M ^-"5 ^ i I \ b 3 t? fi r.i n Li p r f I > 1 k /i n o : r n in ' ♦ i i 1 1 • \ ,- \ •- n i 

" / r i c a i 1 "r was I h e c re n v e r i.t r ' t n t j o n a nd l- t. 3 e 1., g d 00 r 1 e : r n c ; s . 

r In? w T i 1 i n »: p r ijr h' b s .n 1 < » u m u w ]- \ ; t h o o v; fi 1 'T' h o n 1 n i ' rj ri 

o T- p n I 1 1.1 n i t 1 n I , M ' J ; » I i % w r i M n ; ; . : ) i n t u •? n t M I"; 1 1 Ti I I \" t '? t e .1 t n 9 



topic and genre, I' he strategy ot process writing was employed, 
with components of pre writing. J ratting, revising, conferencing, 
and editing. The sharing and publishing at children's r I. t". T c? n work 
w & s e n c G \j r 1? s d , E v 3 i u a i g n procedures were c a s e c on s n \ n t e ." b c r. 1 o r. 
ot gr-'jwth and conceptions of composing, using svmbrl 
representation, spelling* revising, editing, and puDiishing. 

Quantitative Analysis 

Th^? 12 classrooms ^jere grouped into four major homogeneous 
groups. Treatment groups were randomly selected. Groups were 
identifiSL as t,radit)onai control, traditional pen pal, writing 
process control* and writing process pen pal. Homogeneity or the 
groups was established by an analysis or raw scores on the spelling 
2.nd arithmetic subtests ot the Wide Range Achievement Test- K*? vise a 
1 WPAT- R ) CJastak, Wilkinson, it Jastak, 196 4;, The independent 
variables we e the two approaches ot second-grade classrooms and 
the exchange ot weekly pen pal letters over a 16 - week- pc^riod. Trje 
dependent variable was pre- and post test scores on the Test or 
Written Language'2 ( TC^vL - 2 ) by Hammlll and Larsen 'i568j. 

The f o i 1 i:^ w i n g null h y p c u h e s e s w e 1 e l fc^ is t e d in this 1 u d ^ : 

1, There will b^^ no differences In the mean scores on the 
Test at Written L a n g u a g e - Z t T 0 W L ~ i p o I c e s t b e v. v-j e e n t r a li 1 t : o n a i 
.9 n d writing process c i a s s r (j o m s a i" t ti 1^ e rnp i o v i rt g 1 e 1" t e r - w i : ' i n 
si rc^tegies. 

2 , There will he no difference in 1 l-i e mean s c o f s il > . ■» n p 
TO i-'J L - ,1, ] ' I > ^, I: 1 1^ s ^' h p i •/ p ^ n ^ r 3 i "f" i o nr3 i 3 n d w r 1 t i n o r ■ t . * 1.. ^- -, .„ ; ^ s -^ i -j i = s . 

u D^i i 1 ■\ t 1 ve A n.-j_l_v s Jjt^ 
Con c u m p tan t t o t s t i n the a b o v e m o ru i o n e 1 1 h v p o t h e s k- s , : : rj rr> | m \ : 
t j 1 1 - 1 n ci u in i V ' . H V ( J d c h 1 1 d » tj? n * jf. V7("> r k w r e a n^^i i / r: e d rj s t a 1. h • • . r ij 3 
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i u n c t i n s of 1 a n g u :i >; e a c c o r d i n f; to H a I I i d a y ' s 1 9 7 'I s f v e n 
items. Interviews with 11 teachers, classroom observa'iori'^. bhiJ 
unobti^urive liata werr? collected and used as primarv rtfsources. 
T h p s e d 3 t ^ w e r t-^ s n "« i \- a ii i n 3 c ri r d 3 r^. c e w i v h ^- h t I ! ■ j \-' i n 
fores h ado vjed questions: 

1. Does continued interaction through* persr^na! correspondence 
provide opportunities for second graders' development or muiti- 
functicns in written language expression; Will the .^enre or 
triendly letters afford an opportunity for the children to play 
with and explore functions of language in written torm as they do 
when learning oral language?) 

2. Does the ability and facility to express themselves in 3 
variety of i unctions enhance their vjritten expression in genres 
other than triendly letters? 

. In Vsf d t 'w •/ s5 are second c r .a d ^ r *3 able o e x p r e s i< n c? w 1 e iii .t^"' 
or socia' semiotics (including semantics* syntoK, and f! r ap ha phon i cs 
r e I a t i (3 n s h i p s ; with an unknown a d u t t audience:' 

\ ^ it pos.ible that adults' correspondence can influence 
second graders' written lang age development.'' It so. in wn^^t, ways! 

5. Is it possible tor second graders to evalua\.e and write 
about their writing experiences- Can second graders engage in a 
writit^n lornj oi me t a 1 i n u i s t i c s in which they express notions ol 
classroom experiences^ relationships formed, and the forms used for 
1 ni? i r \-j r i t t n work V 

In d d i 1 1 o n to analyzing interviews, observations, ^^nd s d p I e s 
<. t r w J- i I I c n rj a p r e G s i u n . u v\ o b v. ?• u s i v e t .1 «j t a w e r e o I 1 f.^ c t d . F n r m o t 
u n u f 1 1 r u s i V p d n t a included p h o t □ >t r p h s q i the c I a s 3 r o o rik s n ft 
iir-illwavfi outside u i the roam; s o c i n - eco nom i c statistics based on 



ireG. reduced, and paving lunches of the children: ar^d at.tendanci? 
r e c Q r d 5 of t h i3 c I a s s r o o ni > o r a p e i i d oi n m o n t r> s \ i; p r m id ^m- 
F e b r LI a T" y J , 

L e s c f J p t i o n rj t L^i^ £ 3 m 1 ^? 

Six traditional and six writing process classes vN = ^^0 chil- 
dren), from tour locations in the surrounding Birmingham. Alabama 
area, were placea intc rour groups of three <: lasses each, E^ch 
school contained either the traditional or writing process classes, 
in order not to contaminjite the findings. 

The comparison groups initially consisted of 2S0 second-erade 
children. There were iZ8 children in the writing process class- 
rooms and 122 in tne traditional classroon^s. The totai sample 
included J. '^■O boys and iiO girls with a /I: - year ai^e ran^e - V : \. 

; 1 ^ . At the conclusion of the st^idy, 236 children remained in the 
sample. All data were analyzed ror this sample. 

In addition* three children from each experimental class were 
randomly selected by their teacners to pro^/ide p»on pal letters and 
written samples for analysis. When appropriate, other children's 
•""i ."^ ill 1? I e G wt^fP t.ist-:d s a sf^ricwc.*^ ? Tor 3 conci-?pt. 

Description ot the Instrumen ts 

T^'.'o instruments were used in the quantitative aspect ot the 
studv. The Wiae Ranf^e Achievement Test-R ^ W R A T - K i J a ?i t a k el 1 , , 
1 'li 6 ; w D. s u e t-t to e s L a b 1 i li- h Initial r o u p equality between the 12 
second g r a d u classes and the V c- u r qr okive, . The s p t= i 1 i n ^ arm 

^^rithmetic suL-)t/5»sts of the WK AT - k w ^ r e used in this sr. u a v n I v r q 
• .".1 l-j I i s n a b R s e I 1 n e tor h o m o e n i t v at c i a :^ s r o o m s .-i n H j;! r iiii j p s . 

r he I' e s t or W r i t t i • n La n \i u a e \ TO W L - 2 ► ^ H aunn i 1 ; n no i^,^ i s p n , 
196b > was nivt^n tn a'^sr^f^r; ^ hi^ pi'»nnnd s', raders' s no n t ,0 n euu 1/ 1 i t ten 

■r 
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language. TQWL - 2 consist's of two alterrtative forms and Bj. 

Foriti A was used as the pretest. Form B was used at the eni ar 16 
weeks as the posttest. Five spontaneous tor mats ^subtests^ were 
used in the r e - and po^'ttest evaluation for this stua-/: Thematic 
maturity. Contextual vocabulary. Syntactic maturity. Contextual 
spell ing* and Contextual style. 

Treatment of the Data 
L-ana collected rrom pre- and posttest scores of the groups 
were analyzed by an analysis of <:.o va r i a nee . The alpha level or . 
was used as tne criterion for statistical signiricance, Tne 
Scherre' procedure of analysis was used to determine Individual 
^roup s i g n i f i cai^c e . The Eta square test for prartlcal sienificance 
was calculated. 

The qualitative analysis was based on samples or chiluiren's 
pen pa J letters and other written work rrom the six treatment 
classrooms. These samples were review K:»d and assessed accor-nin^ to 
Halliday's tl975; functions of language development. Three readers 
established a .91 interrater reliabiiitv for coding rune t ions in 
the letters. in addition, interviews and field notes were ob- 
tained, coded, and analyzed in relationship to t, h*^ five lore- 
s ha (lowed questions, 

RESULTS 

Quantit ativ e Find i ng;s Related to Hypo t he si _5_ 1 
A one-way analysis or variance procedure comparing scores an 
p r 1 1:* .s L TQ'JL -2 v F o r m A ) i i ^ d ] c a t e i.i there w e i e no i ti i t i c. c-i n r. 
d 1 t 1- e r e n c e s b e t w i9 e n the t o i.i r r o u p :s i N - .IbO t a i- t h o i m r 
prrMivs' i TM^ . Th<' F - I' - t i ri n f 1 . I 7Mi-, wi-^s not" n "i n i t 3 (.:o n t n the . ''^t 



ie^/el. thus the groups were considered to be equivaiGnt in 
spontaneous wri. tten lan^ua^e at the onset of the stud v. 

To test thh3 hvpfn thesis or no significamt dirrerences ber, u-een 
t h e 17 r o u s . a 1 1 analysis oi c c -.• 3. r i a n c e ' A N □ v A was used. The 
ccvariats was pretest scores. Use or tnis covariate aiiowea a 
betterr investigation of the ertects or the primary indepenaenr. 
vsrisDies 'xHinkle, Wiersma* and Jurs, 1936;* group ana approaches. 
The assumpticns tor AI^JCuVA were met. 

Fesults or the A[-^Cu'\J ^ tor the TOUL-u C Fo r m B j summsirv of 
student standard scores by experimental and controJ groups are 
indicated in Table 1. The F ratio or 8.092 k d r l,Zol) indicated 
that between group posttest adjusted means was s t.a t 1 s t i ca i i y 
significant i ^ 'n .OOlJ. 

The Scheiie m»,]itiple comparisons test was \jsed to determine 
group differences of the adiusted means* ReL.ults iruiicated that 
there was a significant difference between the traditional control 
group adiusted mean - -4^,^* and all other groups is€?e Table ^ > . 

Closer inspection or inaividual TGUL - 2 subgroups' adiusted means 
i n d i c2 a t e d there were s i ^ n i r i c a n t d i t t e r c n c e ^ b e t w e 1 1 r o li p s at the 
.OS I ►-^ ^' e I or above in ail s u L' i. e s t s except Contextual v c. c. a b u 1 a r y C F 
ra 1: ? a ~ 1 . 491 (df 1 . 3 J J . 

Inspection of the experimental >^ r 'j u }r i L 1 2 children i T"i 
traditional and vy r i t i n g process cla:^ses writinr^ to pen pals' .'\ nd 
<■ hi e c o n t r o 1 >j r • > n p M 2 a c h i 1 d r n in I r i-t d i 5: j. o n.? 1 a n d writing p r u c e 3 
Classes not w r i t i n r( to pen p a I s ) adiusted means c t the posttest 
,ur*H77..4 ) V s T .'i (ULa r <J Li..;.* i :i i M H '^t > ni.l i ' \ u ..1 i j * > -j.j n >. 1 1 t 1 'H'."- \ ' 
Mm' .t^S li.'vtM. 



Table 1: Summary of Anal \^ sis of Covariance for TOWL-L* 
Post test Summary of Standard Scores by Groups _ _ 
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Table 2: Adjusted Means TOWL- 
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Quantitative Findini^s Related to HvpotheiBis 2 
Results for the ANCGVA Tor teaching approach on the T 0 W L - 2 
^ 1- o r m B > posttest summary or standard scores are presented i r» Table 
3 . The result! ni^ F- ratio at 15, 06 for traditional and writing 
p r o c e y s c 1 a s :s r o in rn ^ was b I a t j b t i c o i ! v g i n n i r i c a n I iv g v o n r t > ri c- . 1 
lev^l of significance. 
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Table ^: Summary of Analysis of Co variance tor Tu*JL-l Fosttest 
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The Eta Square test of practical signiricance was perrormec on 
the TGWL-2 c Fo rm 3 ^ . The magnitude of the Eta square statistic 
proceaure was .06 for group adjusted mecHns ana .05 for approach 
adiusted means. Neitlier approached practical significance. 

Qualitative Findings Related to Five Foreshadowed Questions 

The following five foreshadowed questions were ana iv zed bv 
means of non-^participan^: observation, interviews with 12 classroom 
t'-2a(::hers sfi-. er -^ata collection, and examination of the children's 
written samples. Three children were randomly selected bv +heir 
teachers from each of the eKperimental classes. The results or 
Dugs t ions 1-4 were based on iin -'li tings of these IB children. All 
2,? 6 children in the study contributed to the findint^s ror Uuestion 
5. 

<. . Dogs continued interaction through personal o □ r r e s pona e n c e 
p V r> V i d I--' n p r L u n i e ^ 1 n r t o n d f[v n\ d e r s ^ d v 1'j p ) o pmo n o i mu I t i - 
r Li n c t i o n s in written 1 n u a ?^ e e p r e s s i o n ? 

Fen pal letters p r o v i d e i:l an o p o r i u n i t v lor c h i I d r p n t <n 
e X p I - J r the v y r i (? t v " t Ian n u a i.; e r ti n c t i o n s o^s a e . i n e d b v Ha i i i d a \- 
{ .1 0 7 S » . Ho \- e ^' p r v c h i 1 d ' Mh f ► I i ) v d 1 I Jn n i; i i " n ii ] n h i u r h r 
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letters over a 16 -week period. The function utilized the most was 
personal tol lowed by inrormative ^19 ?b/, heuristic \ 1 7% j , 

interpersonal regulatory i 4 . 3% > , instrumental ^0,^%», and 

). lAEi g L HB t i V \ o . 2.% ) . 

The children trom traditional classes = ?«j used the 

personal, heuristic, interpersonal, and instrumental functions more 
than children in writing process classes. Writing process children 
used the informative and regulatory jfunctions more than raditionn. 
children. (See Table 

Table 4; Comparison of Function Usage Bet ween 

18 Traditional and Writing Process Children 

The number of times functions wJSre used in: 



Language Traditional Writing process Row 

tunctioT^s classes classes total 

I ns t ruiTien ta 1 3 ^ 5. 

Regulatory 22 32 5'-+ 

1 n c e r p e r s o n a 1 1 I 0 xd3 I 

Personal 33 L 2'-r8 i;.:.'; 

Heuristic 130 63 ^: 1 J 

! m ^ 5 i r. B. t i V p 2 j - 3 

Inrormative 75 168 Zal 



Note : The number of time^ specilic runctions were used was 
determined by 3 content analysis of the pen pal letters written bv 
nine students in tradici. onal classrooms and Tiine i^tudenti:; in 
V? r I 1- i 1 1 process c I a 3 r Q D m . U b l; o r v e d t r j q u o n c i c ii- 3 i c r >? p o r i - - u . 

I d i n a t L J sj h ti' d o r J fM n a i j I o r i. g l; to i u l g r . 
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The persona! rune ti on was the most f^e^uentiv used , and 
rererred to egocentric sentences. The i n r o r ma t i v e function was the 
second most frequently used, and indicated that children u-ere able 
I. o d h? c f? n t e r 3 n d w : .1 1" n r d e r. c: h e d e e r- •. 2; . [? n 'i' P ^ o c s i-; r ] "i i r: 
chil'.'.'s letter, explaining how to do a simple experiment. is an 
illustration of the informative function (see Figure J.^, 

The genre at pen pal letters ZLllov;ed the children to explore 
oil seven functions of languaige. Some children used the letter 
exchange as an opportunity to piav with language, 

AM id children used both the heuristic and interpersonal 
runctionsv The children or ten asked demographic questions to learn 
more abcut their university friend. In addition, all 16 children 
used the interpersonal function to establish a "vou and me'* 
relationship to some degree. 

Dees the ability and facility to express him- or her-selt 
in a variety of function onhance written expression in genres otner 
than friendly letters? 

Children from w r i t i tu: p r □ c t' s s c I a s r o a in s generated more 
original stories, biographies* -nd i n t" o r ma t i ona I pieces than did 
traditional children. Children in traditional ciassrooms aisu 
wrote in genres other th£in pen pal letters* but did not appear to 
have the same freedom of expression. 

It was observed that children in one traditional class v;rote 
len>;;ihv pen pal letters on a weekly basis. On closer inspection ot 
the letters, iill chilrireTi had written essentially the same thins;;, 
:< c e p V. for tilling; in the appropriate p e r ^ o 1 1 I i n r in r m a t i o n . Tl 1 1:- 
ifi c li CM rh.ii' in< id ^ I ''M.l a **i <.irii) I r-i M im " j m t. iu* ciii [ f1 r f.Mi l 1:1 .-iii-iN . 



1*^ 




Ckar i\ ^ 

Do you \\l<e e^ifpen'menls. 

\qu Will need a class WJ^ 
q, wJ^i^ne -lop an J vfef^^er an 
"UnSoio. Mcs ST 4we cupjr o-T 
verier and pu-f \t\ 

pur 4hw give ll a 



£igure__l, Ej^DJuple ot 1".he inSoxiaative function i\B expoaitoj^.y 
writing 



ERIC 
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3. In what, ways are second graders able to express an 
un deriving knowledge or seiTiiot ics with an unknown audience; 

Children from writing procasG classes were able to write to 
'j!-iknov;n university students empioving more aecon t, e x ^lua i i zeO 
information than their traditional class counterparts. Grammatical 
sophistication or syntax v,= as analyzed bv computing the averse.:? _r 
units iHunt. 19 6S; in each letter of the 16 children. Tne T^unit 
is defined "as a single main clause plus whatever other suoordinate 
clauses or non-clauses are attached to. or emoeddea withn. the 
main clause'* kHunt, 1977, pp. 92-y3j. 

None or the 18 children snowed a steady increase ot T units 
over 15 weeks. All children indicated a fluctuation of T units 
between exchanges. 

All 18 children exhibited the transitional level of spelling. 
Many features of standard spelling were used '.silent letters and 
short vowels; with their own inventions. A child from a 

traditional classroom shared his inhibitions to express inrormation 
due to his insistence on accurate spelling. 

'4* Is it possible that an adult correspondent can influence 
a second grader's written language development? If so. in what 
wavs ? 

Second i^raders were observed using pen pal letters to assist 
v: ' t h correct spelling on 5 :j m e iD c c a 5 i o n s « it w a ?^ reported t h a t in a n 
children could identifv university students' error::? or svntax 

lespeciallv hoFOOgraphs and mechanics; and format in rrif='ndlv 

i \. ' T' r s . 

S> . \n it ponnibh^ tnr r^O'-^onH nrndiT'^ <• o im.ii ■ ,■: n^i \.')- i ^ \- 

h n I J t t n p i r e x p e r > e n c in w r i I i n r, : 



The rn a i o r j t y o t r 3 I j i 1 d r e n a c r o s the 12 c 1 a s s r o o iti s w r o i. e that 
h e v I , k e d writing ^rid r k- 1 t positive about it, 5 f? r 3 1 h :i 
ambivalent reelings, Tnose wit. h negativye leelings indices ted that 
it made their hand hurt. Children in aii clashes thouuinr r, hat trvev 
wrf-.t.e a iot and .'ere abie zo list examples of genre. 

The children in the writing process classrooms expressea a 
high level ot conridenci? and seir^esteem aoout tnemseives s-s 
writers. ' Children rrorn both approaches stated that wri .ing was 
run, helped them to learn, and helped them read. 

SUMMARY, CONCLUS I ONb. I MFLl CATl CNS, RECOMHENDAT I UNb 

The null hypothesis that there will be no differences in the 
mean scores on the T l3 W L - 2 posttest ot writin:J be^tween traaitional 
and v^ritins^ process groups after employing letter writing 
strategies was rejected. The null hypothesis that tnere 'ill be no 
dii'ferencG in tht^ mean scores on the TOWL- Z posttest bet'Jeen 
1: 1 edition a 1 and writing process approaches was re.iected. 

The analysis ot the qualitative oat a indicated that Pen pai 
letters p/ovided an opportunity for children to express multi- 
r unctions or language. The children who had many and varied 
opportunities to write in a risk-tree environment expressed 
t h b? m 5 e I V 'J \./ e ! 1 in d i r f e r e ti t g e ti ]- e . 

Children f • o\n writing process rooms p r o v i . i e d m o r t 
decontex tua 1 i zed topics. bvntax according to measure ot T unit:^ 
fluctuated between letters tor all 16 children. All 16 chiidrp»n 
exhibited the t r a n s i t i o a 1 level or spelling. 1 n r I u e n c e lj d r l v e d 
t r ni 3 n d d n 1 t c c r i e ^ p o nd f' n r ri ^ n r r <-> d p r 1 ma r j 1 v w ) t h T-rn 1 I 1 n • * 
improvement and irom r e go n \ i 11 1; the mi. scakurs ot the co r r er^ nu mi e p» L . 



The writing pi"oc*3t;s5 childien appuai-t^J La have moie ownership 
and voice in their letters and other pieces ox written work» The 
h i I d r e n r c t c- throughout the day* i n c o r p c r a t i n g w r i t i n as a zno \ 
i i"i rt I I 3 vj b i t £ r e B. f r a r. r. r t. h a writing 3S a 5 u t:j i s c \ ) . e . , 
creative writing, As the children wrote in logs* parti, ipated in 
focused writing on selected topics and choice of topics, tb'^ir 
v^riting was essentially impersonai, the last kind or ^.^ritinig 
acquired kEritton ex, al.» 1979;. 

The majority ct seer, nd .graders from 11 classrooms percsi<,'ea 
thair writing e^pei-iences as positive. Ail ot vne cniidren tnout^nt 
thev spent a iarge amount or time writing in class. The children 
from writing process classes exhibited v'oice, a sense oT audience, 
and willingness to take risks with written language. 

Teachers of wriLin^ process classes appeareo to have a b tter 
k no vj ledge of the developmental process ot writing and spelling 
These teachers \v;orked in a no T"\ 'threatening wav to support slower 
developjhg ctiildren in r. neir efforts, and made them teei inciuaed 
i Ti the? y; r c u p or w r i t e r s « 

In considering the resuir. s or this stucJv. recommendations rvr 
turther research included; la- replication usin^ a tull academic 
vear months; as a treatment period; b ; replication UL^inj^ l. h i r a 

'."traders or another older 2; roup; ^cj cam paring the aeveiopment oi 
c h i I d ) n ^ Li s p or o r s I I a n m a e r u n c t i o n s t H a I I i a a v . i 9 .■" f ^ with 
n e 1 r use c f written 1 a n g ua e i u n c t i □ n ^ ; ' d j e x p i r i n t he 
'q \.UA 1 1 t a t 1 L» q n G t 1 G n 3 c i this s t u H v \j ] f.h r i r s * r n r s ; :^ n<i 
i [> \ ^ n n r) n c ^ 1 n .~» - .n • ; f-» r m 'i v (it ^ h ' . d ' :i \' ^ rm n n ^ r \ ^ - n 
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